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Response to Comment S6-146 

See responses to Comments G3-62, G3-82, and R1-128. 

Response to Comment S6-147 

See response to Comment G6-38. 

Response to Comment S6-148 

Preliminary data collected on Class II BACI sites indicate that 
results from different sites can vary rather substantially (see 
AHCP/CCAA Appendix C, Section 5.2). At some sites, the water 
temperature shows a statistically significant increase following 
timber harvest while in others there was a significant decrease. 
However, the magnitude of the effect was generally only about 
1.0°C during the warmest 7-day period, so the statistically 
significant changes were not likely to be biologically significant. 
Since the water temperature change can be both positive and 
negative, the net effect in the watershed may be essentially neutral. 
The Services believe the one-third standard is adequate since it 
means the remaining sites within a watershed may show no change 
or have a decrease in water temperature.  

The choice of three successive years to trigger a red light threshold 
was selected in light of the fact that, under Green Diamond’s 
Operating Conservation Program, a single year can trigger a 
yellow light threshold. Green Diamond designed the yellow versus 
red light threshold approach, with input from the Services, to 
insure that even minor or short-term negative indicators are 
investigated, and addressed if necessary, but adjustments to the 
conservation strategy are not mandated until there is certainty that 



a problem exists. 

By convention, statistical significance is generally set at P<0.05. Green 
Diamond will follow this convention, unless in a particular line of 
research, some other standard is used in the majority of peer-reviewed 
published studies. 
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Response to Comment S6-149 

Data collected on larval tailed frog populations indicate rather 
substantial annual fluctuations in streams that have not been 
subjected to any recent timber harvesting activity (see 
AHCP/CCAA Appendix C, Section 11.3). During the 
development of the red light threshold for tailed frog monitoring, 
the Services were concerned that these substantial natural 
fluctuations could result in numerous false statistical positives. To 
compensate for this possibility, Green Diamond proposed what 
appears to be a rather high standard in AHCP/CCAA Section 
6.2.3.5.3 to trigger a red light threshold. The Services anticipate 
that most of the apparent statistical declines will not actually result 
from implementation of the covered activities in the Plan Area. 
The occurrence of substantial annual fluctuations in streams that 
have not been subjected to any recent timber harvesting activity 
was recognized as a weakness in the tailed frog monitoring 
program, and in 2001, Green Diamond initiated a graduate study 
through Humboldt State University to help understand the 
biological basis for these annual fluctuations. Utilizing the 
adaptive nature of the monitoring program, data from this graduate 
study will be used to help refine the tailed frog monitoring 
program as appropriate over time.  

Response to Comment S6-150 

The term “sub-population” as it is used in reference to southern 
torrent salamanders, is defined in AHCP/CCAA Appendix D, 
Section 1.6, where the full details of the Southern Torrent 
Salamander monitoring protocol are described.  

Response to Comment S6-151 



As noted in the response to Comment S6-148, statistical significance is 
generally set at P<0.05. This convention will be utilized unless in a 
particular line of research, some other standard is used in the majority of 
peer-reviewed published studies. 
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Response to Comment S6-152 

CDFG’s questions relate to relatively new monitoring protocols 
that deal with a variety of complex systems for which little 
existing data are available. The thresholds for the monitoring 
projects will be based on the best available data, and will be 
adjusted, as necessary, in accordance with new data, including 
those generated both within and outside the Plan Area. 

Response to Comment S6-153 

The Service’s are unaware of any scientific reason for Green 
Diamond’s choice of 12 sites as the cut-off. 

Response to Comment S6-154 

In addition to the response variable that will target each 
monitoring project, Green Diamond will be collecting data on 
other variables that may explain changes to the response variable. 
The other covariates that Green Diamond will be collecting data 
on are yet to be determined, and at the discretion of Green 
Diamond. 

Response to Comment S6-155 

See Master Response 1, Master Response 8, and the response to 
Comments G3-62, G3-82, and R1-128. 

Response to Comment S6-156 

The decision-making process is outlined in the Plan and the IA . 
Compliance will be enforced as discussed in Master Response 14. 
Because approval of the Plan and issuance of the Permits has no 
affect on Green Diamond’s independent obligations to comply 



with State law or otherwise applicable legal requirements, such actions 
will have no affect on the timing or circumstances under which Green 
Diamond would seek technical assistance from CDFG pursuant to the 
THP process. “Fully operational” refers to the three-year phase-in 
period in which the monitoring projects and programs are to be up and 
running. 
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Response to Comment S6-157 

Comment noted. 

Response to Comment S6-158 

Green Diamond will be responsible for implementing any changes 
to conservation measures. Any changes made to prescriptions as a 
result of Adaptive Management will be done through a meeting 
with the Services and memorialized with a letter to the Services’ 
file that will be copied and distributed to the appropriate State 
agencies. In addition, see AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.7.  

Response to Comment S6-159 

See response to Comment S6-158. 

Response to Comment S6-160 

The Services believe that the scientific panel and agency review 
process, as stated in the AHCP/CCAA, is adequate. Regarding the 
respective roles of the Permit applicant and the Services in the 
development of an HCP, see the response to Comment S6-157. 
The Services believe that, as a whole, Green Diamond’s Operating 
Conservation Program meets the ESA Section 10 Permit approval 
criteria discussed in AHCP/CCAA Section 1.4.1, EIS Section 1.3 
and Master Response 8. 

Response to Comment S6-161 

The responsibility of the scientific review panel is stated in item 
4(a) of AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.6.1.2. The Services believe that 
placement of a review time frame, method of reimbursement, and 
a description of how final decisions are made is premature at this 



time and could unnecessarily constrain the parties to a process that may 
not be flexible enough to meet the needs of the situation. 

Response to Comment S6-162 

Regarding review, see AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.6.1, which describes 
the process for triggering adaptive management. Regarding the AMRA, 
see Master Response 15. 
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Response to Comment S6-163 

The Services believe that 30 days provides a reasonable amount of 
time for Green Diamond to complete an internal assessment and 
request technical assistance from the Services to determine the 
cause of an exceedence.  

Response to Comment S6-164 

AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.7.5 describes the dispute resolution 
process. It is premature to describe which management changes 
could be needed for a given situation. See response to Comment 
S6-165.  
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Response to Comment S6-165 

The Services believe that the steps #1 and #2 are adequate to 
develop interim changes in the Operating Conservation Program 
while a full assessment is conducted to determine the causes of the 
exceedence. As stated in #2, the Services will be involved in the 
identification of interim changes pending full assessment of the 
causes of the exceedence. 

Response to Comment S6-166 

See the response to Comment S6-161. The Services are not aware 
of, and the commenter has not provided, an explanation of the 
effect of the proposed change on the Plan’s ability to meet the 
Permit issuance criteria. 
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Response to Comment S6-167 

Comment noted. The Services feel that they will be able to provide 
expertise in the areas of concern. 

Response to Comment S6-168 

The Services feel that they have appropriate authority to make 
decisions regarding protection measures and the adaptive 
management program. See Master Response 14. 

Response to Comment S6-169 

See response to Comment S6-167. 
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Response to Comment S6-170 

Reference stands provide an appropriate point of comparison for 
sediment delivery, and the Services believe that the Operating 
Conservation Program as a whole, including AHCP/CCAA 
Section 6.2.6.1.3, meets the ESA Permit issuance criteria 
discussed in Master Response 8. See the response to Comment S6-
166, among many others, regarding the respective roles of Green 
Diamond and the Services in the HCP development and approval 
process. 

Response to Comment S6-171 

Resolution of different situations could benefit from different 
panel membership. Accordingly, consistent with the Plan, the 
Services and Green Diamond retain the right to select their 
respective panel participants on a situation-by-situation basis. 
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Response to Comment S6-172 

See Master Response 15. 
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Response to Comment S6-173 

The Services believe that the funding for road improvement is 
adequate to meet the needs of the AHCP/CCAA and that Green 
Diamond’s Operating Conservation Program, as a whole, satisfies 
the ESA Permit issuance criteria discussed in Master Response 8. 
See the response to Comment S6-166, among many others, 
regarding the respective roles of Green Diamond and the Services 
in the HCP development and approval process. 
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Response to Comment S6-174 

The Services are satisfied with the reporting program as stated. 
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Response to Comment S6-175 

Approval of the Plan and issuance of the Permits has no affect on 
Green Diamond’s independent obligations to comply with State 
law and otherwise applicable legal requirements including any 
otherwise applicable requirement that Green Diamond apply for 
and obtain CDFG Permit authorization to conduct activities in the 
Plan Area. 
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Response to Comment S6-176 

Although magnitude 6 earthquakes occur with sufficient frequency 
in the Plan Area, Green Diamond notes that it is unlikely that 
earthquake activity will substantially alter habitat status or require 
additional conservation or mitigation measures in excess of those 
included in the Plan. The Services agree with Green Diamond that 
substantial alteration of habitat status due to earthquake activity in 
the Plan Area is not reasonably foreseeable during the life of the 
Plan. Further, see the response to Comment S6-157 regarding the 
respective roles of the Permit applicant and the Services in the 
development of an HCP. The Services believe that Green 
Diamond’s Operating Conservation Program, which includes 
AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.9.3, meets ESA section 10(a) Permit 
issuance criteria (see Master Response 8). 

Response to Comment S6-177 

See response to Comment J1-80. The Services do not consider a 
100-year flood event to be a reasonably foreseeable occurrence 
that would warrant supplemental prescriptions or additional 
monitoring. In the event that unforeseen circumstances occur, 
modifications to the Plan will be made only in accordance with the 
procedures set forth in the IA (AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.10). 

Response to Comment S6-178 

See response to Comment J1-80. 
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Response to Comment S6-179 

The abbreviation “RF” used in AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.9.5 was 
a typographical error that has been corrected: the correct 
abbreviation is “RG.” 

Response to Comment S6-180 

For HCPs, the selection of specific prescriptions, is a matter of the 
Permit applicant’s discretion (HCP Handbook at 3-19). The 
Services’ role during the development of the conservation program 
is to “be prepared to advise” and to judge its consistency with the 
ESA approval criteria as a whole once the application is complete 
(HCP Handbook at 3-6 and 3-7). The ESA does not require that 
any particular measure be adopted or imposed, but only that its 
criteria for Permit issuance be met. Issuance criteria have been 
discussed in EIS Section 1.3. The Services expect, based on the 
analysis provided in the Plan, and EIS, that implementation of the 
Operating Conservation Program would meet ESA requirements. 
See response to Comment G10-51, for example, regarding the 
selection of different or additional conservation measures. 
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Letter - T1. Signatory -Yurok Tribe.  
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Response to Comment T1-1 

See response to Comment G10-54. 
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Response to Comment T1-2 

See response to Comment R1-51 and Master Response 18.  

The selection of specific prescriptions, including whether to 
include a no-cut buffer, is a matter of the Permit applicant’s 
discretion. HCP Handbook at 3-19. The Services’ role in 
designing the conservation program is to “be prepared to advise.” 
HCP Handbook at 3-6 and 3-7. Green Diamond has elected not to 
include a no-cut buffer as a prescription in the Operating 
Conservation Program (AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2). The Services 
believe that the Plan, including the Operating Conservation 
Program’s riparian measures, satisfy the ESA Permit issuance 
criteria discussed in Master Response 8. However, as a practical 
matter, we note that implementing the Class I RMZ conservation 
measures on the streams reaches of concern in the Lower Klamath 
region would result, in effect, in no-cut zones. 
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Response to Comment T1-3 

See Master Response 18, regarding riparian widths, and response 
to Comment T1-2, regarding “no cut” zones. 

Response to Comment T1-4 

Until hillslope evaluations are conducted in the field through the 
SSS Delineation Study (see AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.5.3.2 and 
AHCP/CCAA Appendix D, Section 3.3), the Services cannot 
determine precisely how much of the Lower Klamath riparian 
areas would be eligible for the SSS prescriptions. Regarding “no-
cut” zones, see the response to Comment T1-2. With regard to 
measuring SSS distances along slopes or horizontally from a 
watercourse, the Plan uses an empirical data set as the basis for the 
SSS conservation measures that utilized slope length 
measurements. Therefore, the Plan analysis was performed and 
presented in terms of slope length and the conservation measures 
are necessarily expressed in slope length. Because the Services 
believe that the Plan, including the Operating Conservation 
Program’s SSS measures, satisfies the ESA Permit issuance 
criteria discussed in Master Response 8, there no basis upon which 
to change to horizontal measurements in this case. 

 
Response to Comment T1-5 

See Master Response 5. Regarding the suggestion to include a “no 
cut” zone, see the response to Comment T1-2. 
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Response to Comment T1-8 

The Plan calls for Green Diamond to provide a total of $37.5 
million (to be inflation adjusted in 2002 dollars for each year of 
the acceleration period) during the first 15 years of the Permits’ 
50-year term to treat high and moderate priority road-related 
sediment sites. An average of $2.5 million will be provided each 
year and at least $7.5 million will be provided during the first three 
years. Some money could be provided through the cooperative 
programs Green Diamond has with other parties such as the Yurok 
Indian tribes, to the extent that governing laws, regulations, and 
policies allow these funds to be used as mitigation under an ESA 
Permit. Implementation of the Plan is not expected to interfere 
with existing partnerships, but will perhaps supplement other 
efforts and allow existing partnerships to continue and proliferate. 

AHCP/CCAA Sections 6.2.3.2.1 and 6.3.3.2.5 discuss the 
mechanisms to be used and the prioritization approach that will be 
employed to allocate funds between THP and non-THP road work. 
Green Diamond’s current road costs associated with the normal 
THP process have not been disclosed. However, Green Diamond 
estimates that $1 million of the $2.5 million that would be used to 
treat high- and moderate-risk sites in the road implementation plan 
will be spent on roads associated with THPs. Based on the current 
estimate of 6,436,000 cubic yards of sediment requiring treatment, 
$2.5 million per year for 15 years would result in 48 percent of the 
overall volume being treated in the first 15 years of the 
AHCP/CCAA (see EIS Figure 4.2-1), as opposed to only 19 
percent without the Plan. Green Diamond has committed to 
treating all high- and moderate- risk sites in the Plan Area by the 
end of the 50-year term of the Permits. 
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Response to Comment T1-9 

As discussed in response to Comment T1-2, the selection of the 
suite of prescriptions to propose, including whether to include a 
no-cut buffer, is a matter of the Permit applicant’s discretion and 
the Services’ role is to evaluate the adequacy of the Plan as a 
whole vis-à-vis the Permit issuance criteria. Green Diamond has 
elected not to include such a prescription in the suite of measures 
in Operating Conservation Program (AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2). 
Instead, Green Diamond included the LWD protection set forth in 
AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.1.6.2 (for Class II watercourses) and 
section 6.2.1.7.5 (for Class III watercourses) and provisions to 
address changed and unforeseen circumstances regarding fire and 
windthrow. AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.9.1 #2, regarding the 
prescriptions that apply in the event of changed circumstances 
relating to fire, considers LWD recruitment: “Salvage of trees 
downed or dead by fire must comply with State law. In addition, 
the conduct of any salvage operations within an RMZ or SMZ will 
be done with reasonable care to minimize soil erosion, to retain 
structural features that contribute to bank or slope stability, and to 
retain standing dead trees that will contribute to the recruitment of 
LWD to watercourses within the area affected by the fire.” See 
also AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.9.2 #2 regarding consideration of 
LWD in the event of changed circumstances relating to 
windthrow. The Services’ role in preparation of the Operating 
Conservation Program, consistent with the guidance provided in 
the Services’ HCP Handbook, was advisory - the Services’ more 
important role in the process is to decide whether the ESA Permit 
issuance criteria, which are discussed in Master Response 8, are 
met. The Services believe that the Plan satisfies these criteria. 
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Introduction 

On September 4, 2002, the National Marine Fisheries Service (NOAA Fisheries) and the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) (collectively, the Services), hosted two public 
meetings to provide interested parties with an opportunity to receive additional information 
about the Green Diamond Resource Company (Green Diamond) Aquatic Species Habitat 
Conservation Plan (AHCP) and Candidate Conservation Agreement with Assurances 
(CCAA) and to provide comments on the project and the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS). Representatives from NOAA Fisheries, USFWS, and Green Diamond 
were available to discuss the AHCP/CCAA conservation strategy and the DEIS.  

Advertisements were placed in local newspapers prior to the meeting date describing when 
and where each public meeting would be held. The two public meetings were held at the 
following location: 

Wednesday, September 4, 2002 
1:00-3:00 p.m. and 5:00-7:00 p.m. 

Red Lion Inn 
1929 4th Street 
Eureka, California  

Subsequent to introductions and a brief history of the AHCP/CCAA and summary of the 
associated environmental review process by the Services, representatives from Green 
Diamond described the key elements of the AHCP/CCAA conservation strategy. Members 
of the public in attendance at the meetings were then invited to ask questions or provide 
comments about the AHCP/CCAA and DEIS. Attendees were also encouraged to provide 
written comments on the DEIS before close of the public comment period. Approximately 
30 people were in attendance at both meetings. 
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Summary of Scoping Comments  

A total of 20 oral questions and comments were received from the two meetings held in 
Eureka. Specific questions and comments from those attending the meetings, plus the 
corresponding responses provided by the Services and Green Diamond, are listed in Table 1. 



SUMMARY OF SCOPING COMMENTS 

TABLE 1 
Green Diamond AHCP/CCAA DEIS Public Meeting Comments Matrix 

Commenter Question/Comment Response to Question/Comment Given at the Public Meeting 

Jimmy Smith,  
Humboldt County 
Supervisor  

Supports agency/private company partnerships 
exemplified by the Green Diamond AHCP/CCAA. 
Applauds Green Diamond’s commitments contained in 
the AHCP/CCAA. 

No response. 

Ken Moore, 
California Department of 
Fish and Game 

How is document affected by state listing of coho in the 
region?  

This will depend, in part, on the measures the California Fish and 
Game Commission decides to implement after the 90-day review 
period for state listing of the coho. If the state eventually adopts a 
conservation standard or measure that is substantially different from 
the Green Diamond measures, Green Diamond may opt to modify its 
document to conform to the Commission’s standard. It should be noted 
that Green Diamond has applied for a federal ITP only; the company is 
still obligated to adhere to state rules and regulations that fall outside 
the Green Diamond AHCP/CCAA. (Joe Blum from NOAA Fisheries; 
John Engbring from USFWS)  

Ken Moore, 
California Department of 
Fish and Game 

How do the conservation measures line up against the 
threatened and impaired watershed standards of the 
forest practice rules? 

In general, the AHCP/CCAA measures are more robust and at least 
the same or better than the CFPRs. Canopy retention is generally 
higher. The Plan conservation measures are applied throughout entire 
watersheds, and not just on a THP-by-THP basis. The CFPRs focus 
more on Class I waters; AHCP/CCAA measures focus on other 
watercourse classifications and geological instability. (Neal Ewald and 
Tharon O’Dell from Green Diamond) 

Denver Nelson  Why is the green sturgeon not included in the Plan? Do 
streamside restrictions apply to the Klamath River?  

Sturgeon is not listed or proposed for listing under the Endangered 
Species Act and, therefore, is not included as a covered species. (Joe 
Blum from NOAA Fisheries)  

Stream protection buffers will apply to Action Area lands within the 
Klamath River region. (Tharon O’Dell from Green Diamond) 

Denver Nelson  How does the Plan address problems encountered in the 
upper Klamath River basin? 

The Green Diamond Plan only applies to the Green Diamond 
ownership and operation area (over time). It is not Green Diamond’s 
responsibility to address problems/issues that occur outside of its 
ownership; the Services, on the other hand, will continue to explore 
regulatory/planning solutions on a regional basis. (John Engbring from 
USFWS) 

4 WB062006008SAC/159068/PANAGON (ATTACHMENT 2.DOC) 



SUMMARY OF SCOPING COMMENTS 

TABLE 1 
Green Diamond AHCP/CCAA DEIS Public Meeting Comments Matrix 

Commenter Question/Comment Response to Question/Comment Given at the Public Meeting 

Gayle Garman 
California Department of 
Fish and Game 

How does the Adaptive Management Reserve Account 
(AMRA) work? How will it apply to road management 
measures and how was the opening balance 
established?  

The account works as a clearinghouse. Green Diamond will test the 
validity of the measures over time in selected, experimental 
watersheds. The results will dictate the need to adjust or change 
specific conservation measures as necessary. (Neal Ewald from 
Green Diamond)  

The opening balance of the AMRA (1,150 Fully Stocked Acres [FSA]) 
was determined based on the amount required to address risks 
associated with management prescriptions for the SMZs, which Green 
Diamond estimates will include approximately 8,850 FSA. 
Approximately 65 percent of the conifer volume in these areas will be 
harvested on an uneven-aged basis, leaving approximately 35 percent 
of the volume (or 3,100 FSA) to be retained within SMZs to produce 
conservation benefits as the AHCP/CCAA is implemented over time. In 
order to minimize the risk of potentially underestimating the protection 
needs of SMZs, Green Diamond further reduced this number by 50 
percent, or 1,150 FSA. Depletion of the AMRA balance by translating 
FSA to funds for road prescriptions is limited to 2 percent per year of 
the opening balance (i.e., the equivalent of 31 FSA). (Tharon O’Dell 
from Green Diamond) 

Brenda Peterson  What will happen at the end of the 50-year period?  Hopefully, the species will no longer be listed in 50 years. It is Green 
Diamond’s desire, if appropriate, to roll the AHCP/CCAA over after the 
50-year term of the permits. (Neal Ewald from Green Diamond) 

Brenda Peterson  If the Plan is approved, what additional hurdles 
associated with Plan implementation are anticipated?  

The aggressive schedule associated with the Road Management Plan 
is one of the biggest hurdles. One question from the Services 
perspective is whether the initial soil sediment estimates for road 
problem areas are accurate? Green Diamond has committed to being 
within five percent of the soil sediment estimates noted in the Plan; if 
refined estimates are greater or less than the original estimates, 
funding commitments per year for treatment of high and moderate 
priority road treatment sites will be proportionately increased or 
reduced. (Tharon O’Dell from Green Diamond)  

Also, from the Services’ perspective, maintaining staffing and funding 
levels to allow continued review of monitoring results and coordination 
with Green Diamond is another hurdle. (John Engbring from USFWS) 
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SUMMARY OF SCOPING COMMENTS 

TABLE 1 
Green Diamond AHCP/CCAA DEIS Public Meeting Comments Matrix 

Commenter Question/Comment Response to Question/Comment Given at the Public Meeting 

Brenda Peterson  What effect will the Plan have on Green Diamond 
staffing?  

Green Diamond plans to hire additional personnel to assist with 
implementation requirements of the AHCP/CCAA. (Neal Ewald from 
Green Diamond) 

Melvin McKinney Why is the plan have a permit term of 50 years, and not 
20 years?  

50 years coincides with the timber harvest rotation on Green Diamond 
lands in California, plus 20 years does not provide adequate time to 
implement an effective adaptive monitoring program and to assess the 
adequacy of the conservation measures. (John Engbring from 
USFWS; Tharon O’Dell from Green Diamond) 

Bob Depeirna,  
Environmental Protection 
Information Center (EPIC) 

Is there a compliance monitoring component of the Plan? 
How will the amount of take be tracked, as in Green 
Diamond’s spotted owl HCP? 

There is a compliance monitoring component. There is no quantitative 
metric for assessing take in this Plan as was possible for the spotted 
owl HCP. General population levels and trends will be monitored 
during the permit term. If population levels decrease over time, there 
may be a need to reassess effectiveness of the measures. The intent 
of this Plan, from Green Diamond’s perspective, is not to take the 
covered species. (Tharon O’Dell and Lowell Diller from Green 
Diamond) 

Bob Depeirna,  
Environmental Protection 
Information Center (EPIC) 

Is there a draft Section 7 consultation report available for 
review by the public? 

No. Drafts of Section 7 consultation reports are generally not available 
for public review or comment. (John Engbring from USFWS) 

Jennifer Cult, 
Northern California Basket 
Weavers Project 

Commenter expressed concern about the lack of 
attention to herbicide use and application in the Plan. 

Herbicide application is not a covered activity under the Plan. If take 
occurs as a result of herbicide application, Green Diamond may be 
liable for take. (Joe Blum from NOAA Fisheries; John Engbring from 
USFWS) 

Comment noted. Susan Burdick, 
Northern California Basket 
Weavers Project 

Commenter expressed concern about even-aged logging 
and associated impacts to plants and streams, especially 
chemical impacts. 

Susan Burdick, 
Northern California Basket 
Weavers Project 

Commenter expressed concern about the need to retain 
stands of tanoak subsequent to timber harvesting. 

Comment noted. 
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SUMMARY OF SCOPING COMMENTS 

TABLE 1 
Green Diamond AHCP/CCAA DEIS Public Meeting Comments Matrix 

Commenter Question/Comment Response to Question/Comment Given at the Public Meeting 

Diane Beck, 
Sierra Club 

Is herbicide use a covered activity under the Plan? Herbicide application is not a covered activity under the Plan. If take 
occurs as a result of herbicide application, Green Diamond may be 
liable for take. (Joe Blum from NOAA Fisheries) 

Diane Beck, 
Sierra Club 

Why isn’t herbicide use a covered activity? A review of the issue suggested resolution would be too complex for 
timely consideration under this Plan. (Joe Blum from NOAA Fisheries 
and John Engbring from USFWS) 

Diane Beck, 
Sierra Club 

Is the approach with the Green Diamond HCP similar to 
Pacific Lumber’s approach? 

Green Diamond’s approach is specific to the uniqueness of Green 
Diamond’s ownership and the Plan’s conservation measures are 
tailored to the unique conditions of the property. The same is true for 
Pacific Lumber’s HCP, as well as HCPs prepared for other 
ownerships. The approaches are, therefore, different. (John Engbring 
from USFWS) 

David Jansen Will the HPAs be separate management units? Slightly different management applications are specified for some, but 
not all, HPAs. Substrate in streams is highly dependent on the geology 
of the region; certain species are closely associated with these 
geologic differences. But the conservation measures will be modified 
as monitoring and adaptive management is initiated. It is anticipated 
that differentiation of measures by HPA will become more pronounced 
over time as monitoring results are assessed. (Tharon O’Dell from 
Green Diamond) 

Tim McCay 
Northcoast Environmental  
Center 

What is the linkage between Green Diamond’s northern 
spotted owl HCP and the aquatic HCP? 

Both HCPs are independent permitting activities. Riparian 
conservation measures were included as design features of the 
spotted owl HCP, since the research at the time suggested owls 
inhabited the lower third of watersheds. These measures also assisted 
in protection of aquatic resources. Conversely, conservation measures 
contained in the aquatic-species HCP probably benefit the spotted owl. 
(Tharon O’Dell from Green Diamond) 
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